DI ruE CoBY ..o

M
[ )
' B
‘ - Calculated Risk?--Militarv Theorv and tne
g Allies’' Campaion in Itely, 1943-1944
| B e S - £ e
Q ? .A__,t‘.,‘. B T Y . M
< é
é bv
i :
EC % Major Daniel Lﬂc.\'
Corns aof Enojneens
e’ i ; gtiﬂr"‘%’f}
ELECTERM | o
TN
JUL 2 51988 { \\;fé;\_
N ;K,»»\'
: ) ;’/, .!}
'/,"( I “‘” L \
- - cee e e\
;3 '\:\:\ X
j ' <.‘~?.r‘/ »/»7;‘; g
7 ; ;
Sci'{\\l of kﬁyance Mxhtarv Stugies
d%u‘ ﬁrmymtommand and|.Beneral Staf ” ea%
& ?_ sfort tfaven WOTth—Kansas—
%\, NIV ESECLAVES Vic 704\\?&4 /
V‘:;‘M%‘"i\’e"r o ‘
4 Mav 1988
1]
T
' Approved for public release: distribution is unlimited.
88-2877 \
w 1 w

3

88 26935.03




!Y*

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE

Form Approved
OMB No. 0704-0188

1a. REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
NCLA FIED

Y T
1b. RESTRICTIVE MARKINGS

*3. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY

T Ty N N T YT BTtV Sty —mrna
3. DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF REPORT

ot SECLASSIPIETION {DOWNGRADING SCHEDULE

Approved for public release;
distribution unlimited.

Y T Tt T TN T T "B T Y Yttt Y Tttt P
4. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S)

B HET 1 Advanced MilTear

6b. OFFICE SYMBOL

5. MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S)

e
7a. NAME OF MONITORING ORGANIZATION

(It applicable)
Studies, USAC&GSC ATZL-SWV
"6c. ADDRESS (Clty, State, and ZIP Codle) 7b. ADDRESS (City, State, and 2IP Code)
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas 66027-6900

v T T T T TS Y Y T T ST Ty St
8a. NAME OF FUNDING / SPONSORING 8b. OFFICE SYMBOL 9. PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER

ORGANIZATION (If applicable)
Y T Y T8 YT YT
8¢c. ADDRESS (City, State, and 2iP Code) 10. SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS —
PROGRAM PROJECT TAS WORK UNIT
ELEMENT NO. NO. NO. ACCESSION NO.

1LTW&(Mﬂth«mmkanﬁaﬂm»

Calculated Risk?--Military Theory and the Ailies'
Campaign in Italy, 1943-1944.(U)

12. PERSONAL AUTH R(S§
MAJ Danie . Krueger,USA

13a. TYPE OF RESORT 13b. TIME COVERED 14. DATE OF REPORT (Year, Month, Day) ]15. PAGE COUNT
Monograph FROM —To___ 88(5/4 48
16. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTATION
7. COSATI CODES 18. SUBJECT TERMS (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block rinber)
FIELD GROUP SUB-GROUP World War II-Campaigns Operation Shirgle
Operational maneuver Anzio Landing
Italy Mediterranean h o 2

119, ABSTRACT (Cont: e on reverse if necessary and identify by block r.umber) Tt
This monograph examines the Allies' campaign in the Maditerranean in i243- |
1944 in order to answer th X n of whether the Allfes could have' "won*™ |
and, if so, how. jMore-speeifically.Sthis study looks gt the utility of i
military theory for explaining cause and effect, and fgr providing a basis i
for operational insight and assessment of risk. first reviews ]
the strategic background and Allied planning at the campaign and major |
operation level, focusing on the critical time of December 1943. Then it
reviews the results of the execution of those plans. Given these results it
turns to analyze thé Allied actions, to trace effects back to their causes and
to evaluate the means employed utilizing theory as the framework for the
analysis. This analysis forms the basis from which to draw conclusions
regarding the utility of theoty for this campaign. -®(continued on other side)

21, ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
UNCLASSIFED

22b. TELEPHONE (include Area Code) ] 22¢. OFFICE SYMBOL
(913) 684-2138 ATZL~-SWV

Previous editions aré cbsolete. SE&URITY CLA;iIFIg_:TIQN QF THIS PAGE
IFIE

20. DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT
3G UNCLASSIFIEDAUNLIMITED [T SAME AS RPT.

22a. NAME OF RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL
MAJ Daniel W. Krueger

—t——
DO Form 1473, JUN 86

] bTIC USERS




/ .
L') 7756,1-&, were A&M"" B Y

CfConclusions reached.in this study are threefold. SL?trBt- the operational
commanders involved did not have a full apreciation of the operational risks
taken when major operations were designed and executed in January 1944.

the operational and streregic commanders may have chosen a different
course of action if these risks lLad been more fully appreciated. -Phixd,. S
€lassical theory, as represented by the writings of Clausewitz, Jomini, and
‘@ven ‘Liddell Hart, dozs have utility in explaining cause and effect and may
well have provided the commanders concerned in this case clearer insight

at the operatiomal leveli of war. Ke’ hzorol_S; O(yerdjt;:q 5/\-”‘. /c:
QM.;, !eu. . f( ()(‘?— \j J i

W




Calculated Risk?--Militarv Theorv and tne
Allies’' Camoaion in Italy., 1943-1944

by

Major Daniel W. Kruecer
Coraos of Enaineers

School of Advanced Militarv Studies
U.S5. armv Command and General Staff College
Fort Leavenworth. Kansas

4 Mav 1948

i
L]

Approved for public release: distribution is unliaited.

88-2877




School of Advanced Militarv Studies
Monooraoh Aoproval

Name of Student: Major Daniel W. Krueoer
Title of Monograoh: Calculated Risk?--Militarvy Theorv and
the Allies’ Campaign in Jtaly. 1943-1944,

Aporoved Byv:

v z— 7?75_0@_’_‘% Monoaraph Director
+AMcDonough, M.S.

Lyoutenant Colonel James R

KXIQ z@‘. Directar. School of

Colonel L. D, Holder. M.A. Advanced Military Studies
zﬁ‘éﬂ / gfm _ Director. Graduate Deoree
Philio J. Bropokes. Ph.D. Proorams

Acceoted this //ﬁ\. dav of /a?}— 19BZ.

| Accesion for

NTIS  CRAX g

OTiIc T1AB (]
Unaanounged O
Jiabiic tion i
5
Distiibution )

e e .

Avaiiability Codes

. “Avau ;}T,B lor
Dist Special




ABSTRACT

CALCULATED RISK?--MILITARY THEORY AND THE ALLIES' CAMPAIGN IN [TALY.
1943-1944, bv MAJ Daniel W, Krueger, USA, 48 pages.

In September 1943 allied armies of the United States and Grea*t Britain
landed on the European mainland in its “soft underbellv" taking another step
toward the defeat of Nazi Germany. Expecting to be in Rome by the end of
that vear, the Allies instead found themselves embroiled in a prolonoed
struoole of static warfare reminiscent of the western front of 1915-14. In
the end the allied armies suffered 312,000 casualties in a campaign whose
purpose was not clcarly decided. This monogranh examines the Allies’
tampaion in the Mediterranean in 1943-1944 in order to answer the question of
whether the Allies could have “"won" and, if so, how. More specificallv. this
studv looks at the utilitv of military theorvy for explainino cause and
effect, and for providing a basis for operational insiaoht and assessment of
risk. This particluar historical case study is significant in that the
cthallenges of difficult terrain, coalition command, multinational forces.
limited resources. and bad weather faced bv the operational commanders of
this campaign are factors that may weigh heavilv for operational commanders
in future conflicts.

Thie moncaraph first reviews the strategic background and Allied
planning at the campaion and major operation level. focusing on the critical
time of December 1943, Then it reviews the results of the execution of
those plans., Given these results it turns to analvze the Allied 2ctions, to
trace effects back to their causes and to evaluate the means emploved
utilizing theorv as the framework for the analvsis. This anelvsis forms the
hasis from which to draw conclusions regarding the utilitvy of theorv for this
tampaign.

Conclusions reached in this studv are threefold. First. the operational
commanders involved did not have a true appreciation of the oserational risks
taken when major operations were designed and executed in Januarv 1944,
Second. the ocerational and strategic commanders mav have chosen a ditferent
course of action 1f these risks had been more fullv appreciated. Third.
classical theorv. as represented bv the writings of Clausewit:, Jomini, and
even Liddell Hart. does have utilitv in explaininag cause and effect and mav
well have provided the commanders concerned in this case clearer insight at
the operational level of war.
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I. INTRODUCTION.

On I Seotember 1943 the Eighth British Arav under General Bernard
Montoomerv landed on the toe of the Italian oeninsula. Within a week the
Allies made additional landinas to include the Fifth U.S. Arav's landing at
Salerno under LT6 Mark Clark. The Allies had taken their first steo back
onto the Axis dom:nated Eurcoean sainland and made another stride toward the
defeat of Nazi Germanv. Alaost a vear later. in August 1944, these two
armies had advanced from the toe of the peninsula to the the too of the boot
and were continuina to attack the B-rn;ns defendina on the Bothic Line in the
Apennine Mountains from Pisa to Ancona. ‘The Allies were well on their wav to
amassina the tol! of 312,000 casualties thev would suffer in the Italian
campaion. What had been accomplished in this year of blood besides a saall
oain of Italian soil as thev advanced up the peninsula? Just as importantlv.
what had not been pained--what ooportunities had been lost?

The accomplishments of the Italian campaiogn were saveral. Oriainally
desioned as a stroke to knock Italv out of the war. the invasion became kev
in bringina Italy to capitulation, thus fuléilling its strateaic aia.
ndditionally. the campaign diverted German forces from eapnlovaent elsenhere.
specificallv from the Russian front and northwest France in anticiocation of
Operation OVERLORD in June 1944, The Allies also succeeded in capturino
Rome., a orize of some political and moral value, as well as militarv value in
the form of airfields in its vicinitv, The Italian campaion, therefore.
contributed to the combined bomber offensive by providing airfields from
which tarcets in scuthern Germanv could be ranaed.

These accomolishments did not come without cest. a cost eanifesctad not
onlv in nusbers of casualties but also in other enterorises foreaone. To
provide sufficient landing craft for European/Mediterranean ooerations. the

Allies cancelled Operation BUCCANEER and later PIGSTICK in the China-Burma




theater. the foraer entailina a personal comaiteent from President Roonnvo{t
to Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek of Chini. Thouah the invasion of southern
France. Operation ANVIL, was not cancelled. it was deferred until aid-Auoust
1944, contrarv to the agreement of the "Big 3" in Tehran that it should be
launched in conjuction wmith OVERLORD. With recard to efforts on the Italian
oeninsula. guestions alsd remdin over whelher the advance could have been
ouicker and whether Geraman t+ighting units aight have been destroved rather
than jus: oushed back with the advance. The Allied campaian in Italv was
sarked by high hopes. qualitied successes, and frustration., [t was a
*orueling struog. e....rentete with controversial actions and decisions.*!

Anv insight to this frustration and controversv. anv answers to 1ts
aultiole "what ifs." can only be Qained bv a study that includes a focus at
the cperational level of war. While auch has been written regarding the
Italian campaign, most of it fo:uso; at the tactical or strategic leval, FM
100-3 defines operational art as “the smplovaent of militarv forces to attain
strateaic goals in a theater of war or theater of operations tnrouah the
design. organization. and conduct of campaigns and sajor ooberations.*?
Ooerational art links tacticul efforts to strateoic aims, [t entails
developinag a feasible and balanced relationship between ains. means. wavs,
and risks in a theater of ooerations. Thi; is certainlv the business in
which €isenhower. Wilson, Alexander. and even Clark were encaaced.

December 1943 stands cut as a time of critical operational decisicns in
the Mediterranean theater. At the strateoic level. the American, British.
and Soviet leaders met in Tehran to lav the foundation for the continued
protecution of the war in all theaters. Durino that month. operational
commanders within the Mediterranean designed their next major operation as
well as continued plannino for future operations of their camvaian., The

highlioht of these ocuerations was the asphibious landing of American and
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British troocs at Anzio. Operation SHINGLE. an eifort desioned to break the
stalemnated frontal assault up the legc of Jtalv.,

The next few months would show the Anzio Jandina to be at best a very
limited success and in che teras of Martin Blumenson's book. “a gamble that
failed.” In later aporaisal of tne operation, General Clark would write:

What seemed most likelv under the circumstanzes was that the Gearmans
would be forced to divide their strength on both fronts, and that we
would achisve a breakthrough in one olace or the other. That would
have been according to the schoolbooks: but in warfare. things verv
seldoa hapoen accordina to the boek.S
General Clark challengoed the utility of theorv and doctrine. Answering that
challenge is the purcose of this oape~. In contrast to Clark's disparaceasnt

of theorv. could it have provided hia with insiohts that might have allowed

hia to aeset the strateoic aims witrin the constraints of available aeans?

Could theorv have allowed a better calculaticon, oerhaos a correct
calculation., of what was alleqged to be a "calculated” risk?

One of the theorists to be :ohsidered in this study. Carl von
Clauvsewity. addressed the nature of theorv and its utilitv. Theorv is the
intellectual attemot to find abstract truths in the linkaae of cause and

effect, Theorv can serve as a framework for critical analvsis--Clausewit:

calied 1t "an essential basis for criticise.” He identifies three
intallectual activities contained bv the critical aoproach--oure historical
research (which has nothing in common with theorv)., tracino effects back to
causes. and evaluating ecploveent of seans.® This paper will focus on these
last two areas. First, I will review the strateaic backaround and Rllied
olannino at the caspaion and maj)or ooeration level., focusino on the critical
tise of December 1943, Then | will review the results of the executior of
those plans. Given these results. I will aralvze the ARllied actions to
trace the effects back to their causes and to evaluate the aeans emonlaved

utilizino theorv as the framework for the analvsis. This analysis should



sorm the basis from which to draw conclusions reoarding the utility ot theorv
for this camopaian.

Refore continuing. one mav ask. "Whv look at Italv?" The answer is
twofaold. First the particular challenaes faced bv the ocoerational commanders
oé this campaign mav well be faced bv operational commanders of todav should
war break out. These challenaes include coaiition command. armies of diverse
nationalities, the constraints of a secondarv theater. and the difficulties
of terrain and weather. Secondlvy., the studv of the allied campaion in [talv
is enlightening because the Allier faced an opponent who understood the
coerational level of war. That is not to imolv that the Germans did not aake
mistakes as auch as it is to recoonize thes as foraidadble coponents. a point
that aust be considered when ®valuating a campaign or operation and drawing

anv conclusions.,
I1. ALLIED STRATEGY AND OPERATIONAL PLANNING.

Three kev strateaic decisions on the part of the Allies set the context
tor olans in the Nediterranean theater of operations and the laroer European
theater of war., First. the Aliied aia for unconditional surrender of the
ehamy was 1molicit in their plannino even betore U.S5. entrv into the wa .
Second. in recoonition of the danoer to its British and Russian allies anag in
spite of the fact that Japan had attacked the United States, the U,5. aoreed
to a coalition strategv of ‘Eurooce first.‘5 Nith Eurocpe having prioritv as a
theater ot war. the third decision orovided the strateaic basis for victory
in that theater--a cross thannel attack from Enoland into the continent to
drive to the heart of Gersanv, Althouah Allied views varied over the tiaine
and exact concept tor this attack. thev came to aoreement at the TRIDENT
conference ih Mav 1943 that the attack would be mounted with a taroet date of

1 Mav 1944, and would have a basis of 29 divisions.® At the QUADRANT




confcrence. three sonths later. this agreesent was confireed.

In order to saintain supoort for his 'Eurcoe first’' decision and to
honor his Pav 1942 coaniteent to the Russians for a second front. President
Roosevelt decided to eaplov U.8. forces in North Rérica and effected a
coadbined decision in Julv 1942 for what would become Operation TORCH. The
issue of what to do after completion of ooerations in North Africa was taken
up at the Casadblanca conference in January 1943, The agreesente reached at
the conference set the Allied forces off on a new campaicgn in the
Nediterrarean beginring in the susser rf 1943 with the strateqgic aies of
knocking Italv out of the war. diverting Berasan forces from the Eastern
Front, securing the sea lines of cosmunication through the Nediterranean, and
seizing airfields. The first operation was to be Operation HUSKY, the
amphibious invasion of Sicily in July 1943. The build-up of forces in the
United Kingdom would continue. forces prepared to launch a contingency
invasion of northwest Europe if the Gersan situation rapidlv deteriorated.

General Eisenhower. Coamander of Allied Forces Headgquarters (AFHQ) in
the Mediterranean. planned and conducted operations to aset these aiass,
resulting in the Allied arwies fighting in southern Italy in the autumn of
1943. The situation looked good in warly October. "By knocking Italy out ot
the war, gaining contrtol of the Italian Fleet, acguiring air bases in Italv,
and occupving Sardinia and Sicily, the United States and United Kinqdos had
already achieved their basic strategic objectives in the Nediterranean. and
had achieved thea earlier than anticialtod.'7 Allied forces continued to
battle in Italy to fulfill the sole resaining strategic aim assigned the
Mediterranean theater bv the Cosbined Chiets of Staff--maintain maximun
oressure on the Germans to orevent their redeplovaent to other fronts. The
Fifth and Eighth Armies., under the Allied 15th Arav Broup. continued to drive

north, with Rome as the focal osoint. In October thev crossed the Volturno




River and nushed the Germans back from their defensive positions in the
Barbara Line to the Bernhard Line. In November thevy attacked acain and bv
December were pushing the enemv off the Bernhard line to the Bustav Line.
But rrogress was slow and it was obvious that the Germans were mounting a
determined defense south of Rome, contrary to earlier estimates that thev
would withdraw to rorthern Italv. October 1943 can be seen. therefore. as
the fruition of the Mediterranean campzion initiated bv the Allies at the
Casablanca conference in Januarv. The following campaign was vut to be
shaoed.

As the oreviouslv established strateoic aims were fulfilled. Britsh
planners looked ahead and were disturbed bv the limitations that their
agreements at GUADRANT held for further operations in the Mediterranean.
Mccordinoly, Churchill and his Chiefs of Staff sought another strategic
tonference in mid-Noveaber. this time to include the Soviets.8 Their desire
was met in the form of the SEXTANT-EUREKA conferences. held in late Noveaber
and earlv December in Cairo and Tehran. The British position aoing in to the
conference mav be summarized as follows:

(1) Launch OVERLORD in May or June 1944, July at the latest.

{2) Capture Romes advance in Italy to line of Pisa-Rimini and go aver to

defense in Italv.

(3) Continue in the Mediterranean with a major amphibious operation in one

of two directions:
(a) Land on the lstrian Peninsula, advance through Ljubl jana Gap on
Vienna., (preferred course)
(b) Land in south France. advance up the Rhone Vallev to join with
the cross-channel invasion effort.

{(4) Conduct operations in the eastern Mediterranean at a scale not to

exceed one tenth of available Allied resourcas.
The American position was firm on the primacvy of OVERLORD. cautious with
regard to any drain of resources into the Balkans, and concerned over
continued operations with China in order to facilitate the eventual shift of

the main effort to the defeat of Japan.

After the Asericar and British leaders met in preliminarv sessions in




Cairo. it mas obvious that the Soviets as the third partv would have a
decisive role in setting the Allied strateovy. At Tehran Stalin lived up to
his role as tiebreaker. He firs£ surprised the cther delegates bv announcine
that after the collapse of Germanv. the Soviets would join their allies in
the fioht again.t Japman. With respect to Europe. Stalin made i1t clear that
he thought OVERLORD must be given orioritv over all other operations.

Because of his strong views on OVERLORD, he reoquested that a firm date be set
and a commander-in-chief be appointed during the cunference. To support
OVERLORD. Stalin favored a landinao in southern France, preferably arior to.
but at least coincident with. the cross-channel attack. After detailed
discussions and comoromise amonog the Combined Chiefs of Staff. the
recommendation agreed upon was:

That we will launch ‘Overlord’ in May. in conjunction with a supportinag

oneration against the South of France om larnest scale that is permitted

bv the landing-craft available at that time.l?

" Despite this apparent Allied unanimity the British Chiefs had araued for
and won concessions to their interests in the Kediterranean. Sixtv-eight
LST's which were scheduled to be redeploved from the Mediterranean to the
United Kingdom bv 15 December were allowed to stay until 15 Januarv. The
advance in Italv was to continue to the Pisa~Rimini line, The timino of
ANVIL. the operation aocainst southern France. was set to coincide with
OVERLORD. not to orecede it as Stalin had proposed. The timing of OVERLORD
itselt, while orioinallv set for May. was reset for the first of June, ! With
the subsequent cancellation of BUCCANEER in order tn orovide sufficient
landina craft for a two division ANVIL. Prime Minister Churchill's timetable
remained intact--Rome in January. Rhodes in Februarv. and ANVIL in the
spring.!?

Just as the Rllies were reassessino their situation and making strateoic

and operational decisions in late 1943, the Germans also reaooraised the




situation. As the strucole continued on the Eastern Front in 1943, Hitler
faced the dilemma of Italy's possible break with the Axis. As early as Mav
Hitler had alreadv charoed Field Marshall Erwin Rommel with develooino plans
for the defense of Italy, activating for this purpoose a headauarters, Army
G6rouo B, in Munich. When Hitler ordered the Kursk offensive in June. Rommel
determined that he would not have sufficient forces to defend all of Italv if
the Italians defected. Hitler concurred with his assessment.!3

Throuagh the summer the German suoreme command, OKW. developed plan ACH'E
{AXIS) for the defense of Italv and the Balkans in case of Italian surrender.
A major concern of the plan was to eliminate ony possible harm to German
troons at the hands of the Italians. On the other hand. Hitler did not want
to sive Italv any excuse for its capitulation bv withdrawing forces
prematurelv. OKW and Arsv Group B developed plans for Italy wherebv kev
harbors. rail Jjunctions., and communication centers would be seized and the
[talian Armv disarmed as ouicklv as possible. German troops in southern
Italv under Kesselring would conduct a withdrawal to come under the eventual
command nf Rommel and the shelter of an established defense in the Apennines.
The Po Vallev would be retained. Bv the end of Auagust 1943, Berman trooo
disppeitions in Italv included eight divisions south of the Apennines under
0B Sued {Kesselring) and eiaht divisioens in the North under Army Group g. 14

The events of that autumn caqsed Hitler to reconsider the olan for Italv.
The capitulation had come but the Italian Armv had been disarmed and
dispersed within davs. The Allies had landed. but their choice of landina
near Salerno rather than farther north was "a oareat relief to the German
Suoreme Command."!3 The Germans still held Rome. Mussolini was liberated and
a ouopet government established. PBefore. and for some time after. the
invasion the Germans felt that the primarv statecic aoal of the Allies was

the Balkans. not Italv. Southern Italv could serve as a base for further




poerations acainst the Balkans., Withdrawal to the North would not counter
such efforts. Lastlv. Kesselrino's ‘withdrawal' throuoh September and
OJctober was conducted verv slowlvy anc successfullv.

In reconsideration Hitier made a series of decisions for the theater,
Up 12 September he specificallvy kept Kesselrina., at the latter’'s request,.
indeocendent of Rommel ‘s command until the Fuhrer nersonallv ordered
differentlv, 0On 4 October, he reaffirmed the maintenance of both commands
Italv and also ordered Rommel to send reintorcements to Kesselrino. 0On %
November Hitler made his final decision and apoointed Kesselrina as
Coamander. Arav Group C. The Germans would defend on the Bernhard Line.16

Thouoh Kesselrino had won Hitler’'s confidence his task was not easv,

The mission was to secure the southern flank and to keep the war awav from

in

the homeland.!7 Even thouoh the Allies withdrem seven divisions from Italv in

NBvember for OVERLORD., they still outnumbered the Germans alonao the front and

retained air suoerioritv and control of the sea.l8 Manv of Keeselrino's troons

had been in combat for months. with continual withdrawal certainly affectina

morale. To his advantage the German oeneral had the rugged terrain of Italv

and the winter weather to helo him block the Allied advance.
Faced with this situation Kesselrino desiaoned his defensive nperation.

Utilizino the terrain., he continued oreparation of a series of defensive

lines in depth. While reactino to the various Allied thrusts he continually

reorcuned his forces in order to orovide a coherent defense of the front

backed bv mobile reserves. In coniunction with OKW. he designed and

rehearsed detailed contingencv olans o react to potential Allied amohibious

landinogs. Kesselrino marshalled what air oower he did have for concentrated

strikes that would inflict damage on the Allies while minimizina his own

vulnerability to Allied air oberations. An example was the raid on the port

of Bari on 2 December 1943, taking out sixteen shins.19
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As the German defenses stiffened in southern Italv with the decision to
stand rather than withdraw. the Allied advance went from a crawl to a creep
to a halt bv mid-Dacember. Even while the conferees met in Tehran their
assumotion that Rome would be taken shortlv was orovino to be wrona., The
Allies had crossed the Valturno River and closed with positions of the
‘Winter Line’ in October and earlv November. In mid-November General Harold
Alexander, the 15th Armv Group Commander. launched a renewed offensive with
the followina conceot:

Eiohth Armv was to gain possession of the transverse road from Pescara to
Avezzang., MWhen that had been achieved. Fifti Army would attack up the
Liri vallev to Frosinone. some forty miles south of Rome. At that point
as it was hopned. at the turn of the vear--a seaborne landino would te made
south of Rome. directed on the Alban Hills,20

The Eighth Armv attacked 20 November. crossed the Sanaro River but
stalled by late December in the vicinitv of Drtona.‘shnrt of Pescara, The
Fifth Armv attacked 1! December but by mid December had advanced less than ten
miles with Frrnsinone being more than thirtv siles distant., Hope had not come
te fruition. General Ciark recommended the cancellation of the amohibious
assault on 18 December. to which Alexander agreed.

The capture of Rame would not be easv. I[f the leaders at the Tehran
Conference did not realize this. the commanders in Italv did bv now.
Recognizina the secaondarv role of the theater. Eisenhower recoanized the
need for caution:

We had to follow a plan that would avoid reverses. costly attacks. and
great exoenditures of suoplies but which would continue to keep the enemv
uneasy and, aktove all. would orevent him from reducino his Italian forces
to reinforce his position in northwest Europe. Carefully planned minor
offensives. with success assured in each comprised the campaion 1
expec:ed to use during the winter: it was dictated bv the obiective and
tv the need to sustain morale amidst the inescapablv miserable conditions
of the [talian mountains,

However., Eisenhower was on his wav out of the theater. The SEXTANT-

EUREKA conferences resulted not onlv in strateoic decisions but also in a

number of command chanoes to implement them. Eisenhower. selected as Subreme
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Allied Commander Allied Expediticonarv Forces. was to be replaced bv General
Henrv Wilson. Coincidental with Wilson's assumotion of command on 8 January
1944, the executive direction of the Mediterranean theater was chanoed.
Eisent “wer had reported directly to the Combined Chiefs of Staff. MWilson
would report %o the Combined Chiefs throuah the British Chiefs of Staff,22
These command changes would clearlv increase British influence uoon
operations in that theater,

With the faltering drive on Rome and the onset of British command in the
Mediterranean. Prime Minister Churchill viSited AFHR on his wav back from
Cairo and was dejaved there bv illness. Bv the time he departed he had
made the caoture of Rome the de facto immediate ocbjective of theater efforts,

To Churchill "the capture of Rome was both staveaicallv and politically

‘imoerative” and he thouaht that Rome could ¥till be captured without

interferina with ANVIL in the comingo snring.23 As Turkev was reluctant to ipin
the war. Churchill conceded that an invasion of Rhodes was becoming
infeasible., The Prime Minister obviouslv held views differino agreatlv from
Stalin who at Tehran had exoressed the view that "the caoture of Rome and
other operations in the Mediterranean could onlv be regarded as diversions."24
As Churchill souaoht to revitalize the "srandalous staanation" of the war
in Italv. his Chiefs of Staff became involved in the operational desion for
accomplishinag the mission. Their thinkina was not new but revisionist.
The conceot of the earlier winter offensive had included a one division
amohibious assault to land behind the eneamv front just south of Rome. at
Anzio. According to the British Chiefs of Staff:
The w=akness of this olan is that the assault in that strenath on the
coast cannot be launched until the Fifth Armv is within supporting
distance of the force to be landed. If the available lift could be
increased. however. a stronger force could be landed without waitinag
for the main army to arrive within immediate supportino distance.

Such a landing moreover would have a more far-reaching effect on the
whole orogress of the campaion. and would be much more likelv to ooen
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the wav for a rauid advance,2d
Churchill turned to Roosevelt on 25 December with a recuest to adiust
shiopino schedules to provide the necessarv landine craft for a two division
assault., With these resources. Churchill felt the ocoeration could “"decide
the Battle of Rome. and possiblv achieve the destruction of a substantial
part of enemv's armv.'26

Althouch Eisenhower was to leave shortlv, Churchill oulled him into a
Christmas Dav conference to gain his concurrence. Eisenhower

agreed to the general desirabilitv of continuing the advance but

pointed out that the landing of two partiallv skeletonized divisions

at Anzio. a hundred miles baond the front lines as then situated.

would not onlv be a riskv affair but that the attack would not by

itself compel the withdrawal of the German front.
General Wilson was also in attendance but was too new to have an aporeciation
of the oroposed ocoeration. Alexander was to carrv the responsibilitv of
designino and executing the coeration to fulfill Churchill’s ainm.

Alexander ‘s opponent, Kesselring, defended in Januarv 1944 with
twentv-one divisions. His Tenth Armv had ten divisions and defended the
southern front on or forward of the Gustav Line with XIV Panzer Corps in the
west and LXXVI Panzer Coros in the east. Fourteenth Arav had eioht and
one-half divisions and defended the rear in northern Italv. Under his direct
control Kesselring also had the I Parachute Coros. with three divisions. in
the Rome area. one of thea still formino and another reorganizino., Twelve
divisions total were combat cacable.?® For the continoency of anv amohibious
landing., OKW had earmarked reinforcements to include two reinforced
divisions. one from France and one from the Balkans, and four separate
resiments plus an artillerv reciment from the Reich.2? Kesselrina continued
his defensive preparations across the front. in deoth. and along the coasts.

utilizino Italian labsr aoroups to assist in the effort. The Germans had

aporoximatelvy 550 pperational aircraft that could supoort in Italv.3°
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At the turn of the vear Alexander still found his forces more than 80
ailes south of Roee with his Fifth Armv in the west and Eiahth Aray in the
east. The maijor avenue of approach to Rome was the vallev of the Liri River.
through which Highwav & ran to Rome. However, the Allies were still closinag
to the head of the Liri Vallev at the beginning of Janruary whose entrance was
dominated bv German held Monte Cassino with positions inteoral to the Gustay
Line. On the west coast Highwav 7 also offered an approach to Rome. but iu
required oassing through the potential chokeooint at Terracina.

Additiunally., deliberate flopding of the caastal plains by the Germans
dearaded the value of this aporeach. In front of the Eighth Armv in the
east. the coastal plain was broken by numero.s rivers emptving froa the
Apennines into the Adriatic so that an advance ud the back side of the boot
cut across the grain of the terrain. Alexander did not a2lter his approach
from the original lines of ogeration envisioned in Noveaber., the Liri Vallev
and the Tvrrhenian Sea. Anzio provided a suitable coastline for amphibious
assault and the Albap Hills. or Calli Lazialli. stood as the last kev terrain
sputh of Rome. sittino between Hiohwavs & and 7. twentv miles inland from
Anzio,

After the loss of seven divisions to OVERLORD in November. Alexander had
receivad some replacement divisions and had a total of 18 for the upcoming
operation. Fifth Arav wouid have a total of eleven oroanized under the X
(Br) Coros. the II and VI (US) Corps. and the Frerch Exuveditionarv Coros
{FEC). VI Coros, under M6 John Lucas. would mate the :12ndino at Anzio with
the lst (Br) Infantrv Division and the 3d (US) (nfan'rv Division olus other
attachments., The 45th Division and 13t Armored Division (less CCB) would be
follow-on forces intd the beachhead. The remainder of Fifth Armv would
attack on the southern front. Eiahth Arav had six divisions with twoe cr-ns,

the V¥ and XIII British. Alexander moved the 2d i{New Iealand: Division to




Arav Group reserve just prior to the Anzio landino. Whi'2 landino craft had
been a major concern in late Decemder and earlv Januarv. Priae Minister
Churchill had insured that enouah were on hand to meet the cosmanders’
requireaents fullv for the twd division lift and for sustaiument. The Allies
maintained 2000 oocration{l aircraft in the Nediterranean.

According to Alexander the operation was “desioned as a oincer soveasnt
to force Kesselrinag to draw off his strenath srom the Cassino frent to
protect his threatened rear. therebv weakenino h.s main front and giving us a
ocood opportunity to break throuoh his winter line."3! In his written order of
2 January 1944, Fifth Armv was tisked "to carrv out an assault landina on the
teaches in the vicinitvy of Rome with the object of cutting the enemvy lines o+
cowmmunication and threateninn the rear of the German 14 Coros.® and to attack
toward Casuino and Frosinone “shortly prior to the assault landino to draw
enemv reserves which mioht be emploved acainst the landing forces and then to
create a breach in his front through which every ooportunitv will be taken to
link up rapidlvy with the seaborne ooeration.*SZ Alexander must have been
tairlv confident. At a conference with subordinate commanders on 9 January
he reparked that the ooeration was certain to frighten Kesselrinao and “said
in great glee that OVERLORD would be unnecessarv, "S%

As Alexander ‘s olan called for Fiftht Arav to command both the main

effort on the front and the amohibious landino force. General Clark had
significant influence on the desian and execution of this maior ooeration.
In Clark's eves. Operation SHINGLE woula “turn the snemv's flank at a point :
just below Rome" and facilitate the prompt canture of that citv.3?

If we could seize the Alban Hills. we would threaten the Gustav Line
defenders from the rear and mioht force the enemv to give up his powerful
defenge line in order to avoid entrapment. Our end run from the
Garigliano sector some sixtv miles up the coast to Anzio was desianed to
provide just such a threat and to force the eneav to fall back bevond
Rome. We would. in effect. stab a daoger into Kesselrino‘'s riaght +flank
at Anzio. with the blade directed at the Alban Hills.?



If Clark's intent was somewhat vaoue. his Fifth Armv arder of 12 January was
also ambiauous:

Nission., Fifth Armav will launch attacks in the Anzio area on H-Hour.

D-D::'To seize and secure a beachhead in the vicinitv of Anzio.

b) Advance on Colli Lazialli.3é
The order was personallv explained bv B6 Brann. Clarks's 6-3. to N6 Lucas on
the date of its issue. The intent was not to force Lucks to sake an advance
to seize the Alban Hills ¢ such action would risk the sacrifice of his
coros. Clark counted on the British Eiohth Aray to attack simultaneouslv to
fix German forces in its zone. ARdditionallv he counted on the Air For:ze to ‘:
“isolate" the beachhead area. With this combination of effort Clark hooed
that his arav “would achieve a breakthrouah in one olace or another.*S7
The final olans called for a series of corpos-sized attacks bv Fifth Arav

on the Gustav Line orior to SHINGLE. On 12 Januarv the FEC wduld attack
throuah the mountains to surrcund Nonte Cassino from the north and east. On
17 Januarv the % Corps would attack across the Garioliano River and advance
to secur. hiah oround dominatina the Liri Vallev from the south. Aiter
closino to the entrance of the Liri Vallev at the Rapido River. the II Coros
was to attack on 20 Januarv. cross the Rapido. and exploit the crossing with
an armored thrust up the Liri Vallev toward Frosinone. 0On 22 Jangarv. VI
Caros was to land at Anzio.3® Allied naval forces would transoort the assault

force and nrovige fire supourt for SHINGLE while the air ¢orce would flv

interciction missions acainst German reserves deplovino toward the beachhead.
III. THE RESULTS3.

.ha Fift:. Arav's initial effort in its coordinated attacks on the Sustav
tLine began on 12 Januarv with the FEC attackina with its two divisions
abreast toward San Elia and Atina. The French achieved initial surorise but

soon iaced @ bloodv fiaght in rugoed terrain as the Germans reacted with their
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onn counterattacks. The French attack continued for four davs and aained San
Elia, but the Coros paused in exhaustion and had only just reached the Gustav
Line defenses. The French resumed the attack on 21 Januarv, but this effort
also made strictlv limited gqains before pausina acain to rearouon.

On the left the X (Br) Corps attacked across the mouth of the Garigliano
on the evenina of 17 Januarv with two divisions abreast and also achieved
tactical surorase. Within twentv-four hours thev hsi crossed ten battalions
in snite of local counterattacks bv the detfendina 94th Division. Bv the
{9th. the divisions had seized Minturno and some of the hioh around |
overlockina the river while in the eastern part of the Coros sector the
Corps 's 446th Division launched another attack across the river. However. the
Germans had reacted in strength to the X Coros’'s initial success. On 18
Januarv Kesselrino ordered the I Parachute Coros headouarter: alono with the
29th and 90th Panzer Brenadier Divisions to counterattack the bridaoehead.
Arrival of the lead elemsents of these forces on the 20th brought the X Corps
attack in the west to a halt and reculsed the 446th’s atteaoted crossina near
Sant’' Anoelo.

After attackine on 14 Januarv to seize Nonte Trocchio. the last hiah
around before the Rapido. the 3éth Infantrv Division of Il (US) Coros
launched its river crossing effort into the prepared defenses of the German
15th Fanzer Grenadier Division oﬁ 20 Januarv. Bv 23 Januarv it was clear
that repeated atteapts had oroduced nothino but failure for the 3J4th., But
the combination of Fifth Armv attacks on the Gustav Line had stretched the
German defense to its limit bv 21 Januarv. All local reserves had been
coamitted and Kesselrina had committed his mobile armv groud reserves, The
coast south o+ Rome lav virtuall: undefended.

The VI Corns .nvasion force initiated its landinas in the vicinity of

Anzio at G200 hburs ocn 22 Januarv. Total surprise was achieved. The Corps
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estabiishad securitv and beaan unloading its eauipment., By the end of the
next dav all eauiceent of the assault forces and the floatina reserves had
been u:iioaded. The Corps also advanced to its plennned beachhead line
extending rouaghly six miles inland and twelve miles along the coast. centered
on Anzio.Y? Lucas continued to focus on his build uo and did not launch anv
major advance from the beachhead during the ¢first week. After oroddina froa
Clark on 28 Januarv. Lucas struck out on 30 Januarv with a coordinated attack
toward Camooleone and Cisterna. Bv | Februarv the attack had stalled.
Alexander and Clark. visitino the beachhead that dav. decided that Lucas
should take up the defense acainst the counterattack that would surelv come,

Unkpowinolv, Lucas had barelv oreempted the Germans on J0 Januarv,
Startiva on the dav of the landing the Gurmans had reacted quickly. drawing
reser ¢ from wherever avaifable to knit together a defense around Anzio.
On the dav of the landing, Kesselring ordered I Parachute Coros back to the
Rome area to take charae of the various battalion sized eiements at or
headina toward Anzio. On 24 Januarv General von Mackensen and his Fourteentn
Arav was orcdered to take charoe. Bv the beginnino of February the beachhead
was cordoned bv | Para. Corpos on the north and the LXXVI Panzer Coros.
relieved from the Adriatic sector bv LI Mountain Corps. in the south. each
with about two and one-half divisions of amirxed elements. Mackensen s force
orew to eiaht divisions before he started couterattackino on 7 Februarv.
After oreliainarv actions he launched his major effort on 16 Februarv., but
the attack did not succeed in eliminating the beachhead. Betore it ended.
however, the Germans had oushed the VI Coros back to a line aoenerallv of the
szme trace as that occupied on 23 January,

In order to link up with the encircled VI Corps. Fifth Arav made renewed
atteapts to break throuaoh the Gustav Line. resultirg in the second and third

battles for Cassino. but a breakthrough was not achieved. Starting in late
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Januarv and lasting through aid-Februarv. the Franch divisions and the [I
(US) Coros continued to attack to the north and east of Cassino. With the [!
Coros exhausted. the newly foraed New lealand Corps replaced it in line and
resuaed the attack on 17 Februarv. Bv 23 Narch Fifth Arav had still failed
to break the Gustav Line in spite of massive bombino efforts on both the
sonasterv and town of Cassino to assist the New lealand Coros's advance. The
WNinter Offensive had come to a drearv conclusion on both the Anzio and Gustav
tronts.

Obviouslv the operation had failed to achieve the intended results.
Rather than advancina the Allied front north of Rome Alexander instead faced
two separate stalled fronts still south of Rome. Conseouentlv., the timetabdle
envisioned by Churchil: at the turn of the vear was now ieocoardized. As
earlv as 22 Februarv General Wilson recuested that ANVIL be cancelled,
Discussion over the future of ANVIL continued throuah the sorina. The
ocoeration competed with ltalv for trooos and with OVERLORD for landina craft.
The Allies set 20 March as a deadline for reviewino the situation in Italv
and reachina a decision. On 22 March the British Chiefs recosaended
cancelling ANVIL.4? On 24 March the U.S. Joint Chieés aoreed that it could
be postponed until about 10 Julv. On 17 Aoril the British Chiefs voiced
their opposition to even a postponed ANVIL. seeino that the “witharawal of
anv resources from the Mediterranean front might well render it imopossible
for us either to exnloit a victorv in that theater or to achieve our
overriding ouroose--to contain as manv German divisions as oossible awav froa
OVERLORD, *#!

0+ course as the ANVIL debate was oroceedina. the British ooerational
commanders in the Mediterranean were i1ndeed olannina their victorv in the
soring, Starting as earlv as Februarv and working on the basis of an

aporeciation developed bv General John Hardina. Alexander’'s new chief ot
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staff. the ISth Arav Broup headouarters devised Operation DIADEM. DIADEM was
to be a three ohased ocoeration, Phase I called for the destruction of tne
Gustav Line while fixino Kessel..no's mobile reserves with a deception
scheme. In Phase Il. the Allies would continue the advance to destrov the
Hitler Line. positions built durino the winter about six piles behind the
Gustav Line. The air force would interdict German rescrves as thev began to
react during this ohase. Phase II! included a breakout bv the VI Coros at
Anzio with the mission of drivina to Valeontane to cut the German Tenth
Arav's LOC's. Ma)or reqgrouping was &rouired before the operetion. Eiohth
Aray, minus V 3ritisk Coros. redeploved west of the Aocnnines to conduct the
main attack uo the Liri Vallev, Fifth Armv shifted west and was to conduct a
supporting attack across the Garigliano and to link-uo with the Anzid force.
V1 Coros would attack on order. anticivated at about D+4, 42

Alexnder's intent for DIADEM was “to destrov the right wina of the
Gersan Tenth Arav: to drive what remains of it and the Gersan Fourteenth Arav
north of Rome: and to oursue the enemv to the Rimini-Pisa line intlictine
maximum losses on him in the orocess.**% It is clear that Alexander now
envisioned a battie of annihilation.** Besides this shiét in ooerational
conceot. several other ditfferences between DIADEM and the winter operation
held the oromise 0f victorv in the sprino. R first and obvious ditterence
was the weather. now offerina the Allies better conditions in which ta
exploit their areored strenth and oeneral mobilitv superioritv. Second.
DIADEM planned for creatlv concentrated forces compared to the earlier
tattles, What had been division sectors were now coros sectors: former coros
sectors were now armv sectors. Almost twice as manv divisions would be
sushed into the fioht. This was true for VI Corps as well at Anzio. In
contrast to the initial two division assault force that landed ir. Januarv., VI

Corps would have six divisions and auicklv oain a seventh for the breakout in
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DIADEM.

The 15th Armv Grouo. now Allied Armies Italv. kicked off the operatiun
on i1 Mav. The FEC orovided the kev to destabilization of the Gustav Lipe
with a breakthrouoh up the Ausente Valley followed by a drive through the
Aurunci Mcuntains. spearheading the Allied advance and scon jeopardizing
German positions in the Hitler Line. 0On 18 May Cassino was finally taken bv
elements of the II (Polish) Coros. Alexander committed the Army Group
reserve., the 3é6th (US) Diyision. to VI Corps at Anziec and ordered the Coros
to attack on 23 Mav. By QS May, II and VI (US) Coros made contact.
kKesselrino conducted a withdrawal of elements of both his armies durino the
period 26-30 Mav and took up positions in the Caesar Line. still south of
Rome. UOn 30 Mav the 3éth Division of VI Corps found a aap in the German
defenses near Velletri. Bv 2 June, Fifth Armv had forced the Germans to
withdraw aocain to a general line of the Tiber and Aniene Rivers. 0On 4 June
1944, Fitth Armv elements entered Ronme,

The next two months were a stark contrast to the first months of 1944 as
the 15th Armvy Group continued in pursuit of Kesselring's faorces. Althouah
thev aot off to an awkward start. the Allies advanced with the Fifth Armv in
the west and the Eiahth Armv in the east, oursuing the German Fourteenth and
Tenth Armies respectivelv, until late Jupe when the Germans stabilized
temporarilv on the Frieda Line in the Lake Trasimenoc area. In late June the
Ailies attacked again. broke the Frieda Line and resumed the pursuit up %o
the Arno River. In earlv Auqust thev had aenerallv attained the position
envisioned for Januarv bv the Tehran conferees, except in the east where thev
were still short of Rimini. Kkesselrino took uo the defense of northern Italy
on the Gothic Line with the forces he had withdrawn from the south and four

additional divisions with which he was reinforced in June.45
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IV. ANALYSIS--TRACING EFFECTS BACK TD CAUSES

Could the Allies have reached the Gothic Line in March? Whv did
Alexander ‘s "Battle for Rome." as he titled it in his orders. fail?

Reviewino the course of events seems to beo these auestions. Theory orovides
a framework that helos to exolain whv. Let's first recap the situvation in
which the opposino forces found themselves in late 1943.

The German force under 0B Sued was ooerating in a secondarv theater with
a mission to hold the enesv at bavy as far south as possible for as long as
cossible. It was clearly on the defensive, both coerationally and
tacticallv. While ceding many advantages to its opponents. it was not
outnumbered., occupied verv defensible terrain, had mobile formations +tor
reserves. and had manv experienced units. It was capable of a defense that
included strono counterattacks. To win. Kesselrina needed to hold around for
as lono as possible while preservina his force. If a major portion of his
torce. to include mobile reserves. were destroved. he would lose.

The Allies were also in a secondary theater: their mission was to f:ix
the German forces there. Thev were on the opoerational and tactical
offensive. havino the capabilitv to attack or defend. While not outnumberino
the Germans. thev had siagnificant advantages in air power. sea power. and
material superioritv and mobilitv tor their land forces. Thev could win by
continuino to achieve tactical successes while retainine the capabilitv for
ar. operational success. Thev would lose if the oossibility of that
ocoerational success was negated,

It was in these circumstances that Mr. Churchill set Rome as the next
obiective in the theater. citinog its strateaic and political value. The
strateoic value was debatable. as the conference at Tehran had alreadyv
indicated. Its oolitical value is and was even more difficult to assess,

But aorantino that Rome did have political value. let’'s turn to look at the
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inmplications of battlino for Rome as a npolitical objective.

Clausewitz's fundamental premise in his treatise On War is that war is
an extension of policv., Therefore, the oolitical interests of the state must
alwavs aovern the military actions taken to achieve those interests. "The
political object is the goal. war is the means of reaching it. and means can
never be considered in isolation from their nurpose."46 However. he also
stated that the political aim can not be a tvrant. "It must adaot itself to
its chosen means."” In terms of means. the most superior according to
Clausewit: is the destruction of the enemv's force. While lesser means are
available and mav lead to success, the commander must recoanize the interests
and resolve of his enemv when choosino anv lesser means. The seizure of anv
terrain objective sv.h as a citv must be considered in this context. The
possession of terrain objectives can be the immediate object of an
enoagement., i.e. tactics. but operations should focus on a decisive
battle.#” 1In a oarticular examole that seems relevant to the Allies’
situation. Clausewitz offered the followina:

If for instance the main objective of the attack is the enemv’'s canital
and the defender has not taken up a oosition between it and the

attacker. the latter would be making a mistake if he advanced straight on
the citv. He would do better to strike at the communications between

the enemv army and its caoital and there seek the victorv which will
bring him to the citv.?

Although Jomini aoenerallv saw war as less 5Gb5ervient to policv. he also
recoanized that operational art must sometimes address the canture of

political objectives. Jomini addressed these within his discussion of

"political obiective points” in his work. The Art of War. 1If oolitical

objective points were not also obijectives justitied bv purely military
considerations. then "their consideration should be postponed until after the
decisive events of the campainn."49 Clearlyv., Jomini. like Clausewitz. felt

that the ooerational commander should focus on a decisive battle. not the
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political objective. The political cbjective would be ogained as a result of
the decisive battle., Accepting this need for a decisive battle, the loaical
guestion then is how to obtain and win one,

The foremost Clausewitzian concept that answers this ouestion is that of
the "center of aravitv." Clausewitz used this term to describe the fccal
point to which all strenath shnuld be apolied in order to achieve decisive
victorv. He recognized this concept at both the strategic and operational
levels of war. In Book Eiaht, on war plans. he describes a center of gravity
at the strateaic level as "the hub of all power and movement. on which
evervthina depends.“50 While the srecific nature nf a center of qravity at the
strategic level mav be rather diverse., Clausewitz is explicit concerning the
concept at the operational level. "A center of gravity is always found where
the mass is concentrated most densely. It presents the most effective target
for a blow: furthermore, the heaviest blow is that struck bv the center of
aravitv."3! Clausewitz's premise then. combinina this conceot with his "first
princiole nf strateav,” is to identifv the enemv’'s center of gravitv and to

strike it with "as manv troops as possible....at the decisive g_nint_."52

Jomini treated the concept of "decisive point" at length; indeed. he
mav he considered the author of this theoretical conceot. In his first maxinm
of the "fundamental orinciole of war." Jomini states that a successful
commander must "throw pv strateaic movements the mass of an armv.
successivelv. upon the decisive points of a theater of war.,..at che oroner
times and with eneruy."53 Jomini defines a decisive ppint as a oaeoQraphical
coint or line that due to its terrain value or oositional value relative to
the enemy oains an immense importance: a point from which a force is “capable
pf exercising a marked influence either umon the i-esuit of the camoaion ar
upon a single enterprise."54

Application of these two concepts to the Allies’ operation in January
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1944 seems almost too obvious. The German center of gravitv was the riaht
wino of Kesselring’'s defense~- the XIV Panzer Coros with the mobile reserves
that backed it up. The decisive point was the Colli Laziali. Alexander and
‘Clark were apparentlv on the right track as suggested by theory. or at least
verv close to it. However. let's continue the apalysis in more detail.

The essence of Alexander’'s operational concept was the amohibious
turninc movement., Operation SHINGLE. Both Clausewitz and Jomini aave
substantial treatment to enveloping ooerations in their writina. Jomini's
fundamental principle also included actino "upor the communications of the
enemv as much as possible without compraomicsiing one’'s own."99 He assertev :hat
"as a general orincionle...the decisive pointcs of maneuver are op that flank
of the enemv upon which, if his opponent operates. he can more easily cut him
off ¢érom his base and supoorting forces without beina exoosed to the same
danqer."56 While holdinc the potential for great results., there is, ‘as Jomini
saw. siagnificant danoer in enveloping mansuvers. "Even when the extremitvy of
the enemv’'s front of operations is gained, it is not alwavs safe to act upon
his rear., since by so doino the assailant in manv cases will lose his own
tommunications."?’ Addressino this topic further in his discussion of
strateaic lines, Jomini postulated that "strateoic lines cannot be interior
when our efforts are directed against onr of the extremities of the enemv’'s
front of ooerations."98 Recoonizina the advantage of intericr lines. Jdomini
continued to warn that exterior lines mav be taken whan nunmericallv superior
"to attain a areat success: but the operation must be of short duration. and
care must have been takun to orepare a nlan of safe retreat.*97 Lastlv, “a
maneuver to outflank and tura a wino should be connected with other attacks.
and ooportunelv supported by an attempt of the iemainder of the armv on the.
enemv's front. either aoainst the wina turned or asainst the center, "tV

Clausewitz's thouaghts on an envelooment were similar. “The envelapina
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or turnino movement mav have two objectives, It mav aim at disruptino. or
cuttina. communications. causing the armv {u wither and die. and thus be
forced to retreat: or it mav aim at cutting off the retreat itsel$."61 I§ the
aim is the latter and the envelooment successful it has psvchological as well
as phvsical effects. It will "tend to paralvze movement and the abilitv to
resist. and so affect the balance between victorv and defeat.”®Z (lausewit:z
viewed {nrc combination of physical and nor;l factors as "inseparabnle” in
destroving the enesv’'s forces. the superior means of ooerational art.
However. "the advantaae that the destruction of the enemv ocossesses over all
other means is balanced bv its cost and danger: and it is onlv to avoid these
risks that other volicies are emploved."83 Because of these ootential costs
and danoer. an ooerational envelooment "can onlv be justified if the attacker
is strong enough not to have anv doubts about the outcome."é* @s an
additional caution Clausewitz wrote:
As for an army’'s retreat beino cut off. the threat of narrowed or
endanpered lines of retreat should likewise not be overrated. Recent
exoerience has made it plain that where the troops are good and their
commanders bold they are more likelv to preak throuah than te traoned.®®
These two theorists. however. certainlv did not corner the market with
reaard to truth and war. After all. thev were both of the Napoleonic era and
warfare had chanaoed significantly bv 1943. The British theorist. B.H.
Liddel]l Hart. wrote extensivelv durino the inter-war vears and was in many
respects antithetical to Clausewitz., Hart wrote that "dislocation" is the
2im of strategv--"the true aim is not so much to seek battle as to seek a
strategic situation so advantaoeous that if it does not of itself orcduce the
decision. its continuation bv a battle is sure to achieve this,"9®
fislocation could be accomplished bv methods which included compelling a
sudden change in the enemv front or endangerinog his 5upplies.67 In takina

these actions the phvsical aspect must be combined with the psvcheleaical

aspect and "onlv when both are combined is the strateay trulv an indirect
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approach. caiculated to dislocate the opoonent's balance.*®® (Qbviouslv,
Liddell Hart and Clausewitz were not thinkina on entirelv different lines,
Liddel]l Hart also adds caution and some gualifications to use of such an
indirect aporoach:
The mere action of marchina indirectly towards the enemv and on the rear
of his dispositions does not constitute a strategic indirect aooroach.
Strateaic art is not so simple. Such an apgroach may start bv being
indirect in relation to the enemv’'s front, but bv the very directness of
its prooress towards his rear mav allow hims to chanoe his dispositions,
so that it soon becomes a direct approach to his new front.®
To prevent the enemv from successfullv turning his front. Liddell Hart called
for a “distraction” in conjunction with the indirect approach. The obiect of
the distraction is to "deorive the enemv of his freedom of action."’?

A svnthesis of all three views on this tvoe of ooeration would include
consensus on several ooints. Ooerational maneuver anainst the enemv’'s lines
ot communication holds the ootential for decisive action and qreat success.
An envelopment of this tvpe also holds sianificant dangers and must be
aporoached accordinalv. Included in the considerations implicit in this
ganoer are s.multanepus attacks aoainst the enemv's front. relative
sunerioritv at the decisive point. and agaressive execution.

Theorv suggests then that SHINGLE did hold the potential for areat
success. The Berman center of qravitv was vulnerable--very susceotible to a
dis£ractiun in Liddell Hart's terms. The defensibilitv of the terrain would
allow the Allies to turn the tables on the enemv with resoect to this
advantaoe and trap a substantial force sou.: of Rome. While other seceﬁdarv
routes of withdrawal were available‘nnrtheast out of the Liri Vallev to Route
3. the Alban Hills oraovided choke points on the two major lines of
communication to the XIV Panzer Coros as well as commanding observation to

both the south and west. The nearbv beaches and port at Anzio orovided the

Allies an excellent axis of advance for this deen maneuver. The Allies not
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onlv had the amohibious capability to utilize the axis. but also the air
superioritv with which te cover the maneuver.
But what of the danqers of which the theorists warned? Liddell Hart

wrote that "superior weioht at c¢he intended decisive point does not suffice

unless that ooint cannot be reinforced in time by the opoonent."7! The Germans

had the capabilitv to réinforce from both the Fourteenth Armv in northern
ftalv and from outside Italv as well. The reinforcement had been olanned and
to some extent oricticed. The issue of time would depend mostlv on Allied
air inteirdiction efforts. but weather was clearlv a factor in considerino the
effectiveness of air power at that time of vear. [t would orove to be
limited. As it was. movements of units such as the 85th Infantrv Division
from Genpa and the 715th Infantrv Division from southern France oroved the
German capabilitv for rapid reinforcement. Reinforcino elements beoan
arrivina as earlv as 26 Januarv to contain and later counterattack the Anzia
beachhead.’?2

Resides the capabilities of reinrorcement to the Tenth aramv area. the
Tanth Armv itself would have the advantage. according to Jomini. of fightino

om a central position. "For forces nearlv eaual. all central or interior

w-3itions would be oreferable to exterior cnes...,.Great mobilitv and activity
on t+2 part of the troops occupving these positions will be a strona element
of securitv or superioritv over the enemv. since it renders oossible raoid
concentration at different and successive poimts of the front,"7S Kesselring
used this advantaoe to emplov units of the 29th and 90th Panzer Grenadier
Divisions and the Herman Goerrino Division successivelv. first to the Tenth
Armv front and subseauentlv anainst the Anzio beachhead.

The Bermans also had the advantaoes of defense. Clauswewitz's "stronaer
farm of war." At both levels Clausewitz asserts.that the factors of terrain.

surprise. and concentric attack can all be utilized bv the defender to his




advantaoce. In an interestino juxtaposition. the advantageous central
oosition described bv Jomini becomes the basis for concentric attacks by the
defender apainst the offender's separated thrusts. The strenqgth of the
defense was epitomized in [talv bv the battles for Cassinao.

Lastlv., the fiahting ability of the eneav must be considered in light of
Clausewitz's warning with regard to good trooons with bold coamanasrs. The
Sermans had been defendinao and withdrawing in the face of heavv eneay
oressure in Sicilv and Italv for half a vear. While thev had vielded oround
thev had made the Allies pav dearlv for all their advances. Thev continued
to fight with tenacitvy and anilitv., The escape of the XIV Panzer Coros in
Mav 1944 clearlv demonstrated that the Germans still held these two oualities
at this time.

Besides German advantages in defending, there were Allied disadvantages
in an ooerational offense. Alexander faced significant limitations in terms
of the number of divisions available. the number of landino craft availaple,
and the duration of suooort bv those craft, The second factor dictated the
strenath with which he could thrust to the decisive point. The first factor
olaced a constraint on ooerations against the front. However, it is seldonm
that a commander has all the resources he wants.

Other factors plaved to his disadvantace. The Allies fouaht raoid
swollen rivers, mud. and steep montainous slopes throughout the winter. This
tarced attackina units to pause often to rearcup and to brino uo suoolies ang
support. Also. the friction inherent in coalition warfare must be cited as a
disadvantaage that challenoed Alexander in trving to execute this tvoe of
operation, Commanders with diverse perspectives due to national backeround,
goctrinal differences. and naro;hialism certainlv contrasted to an enemv
whose leaders shared a common cultural backaround. The histories af this

campaion contain various alleonations of ousilanimitv on the part of
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Alexander. sootism and selt-interest on the part of Clark. ¢ear of casualties
on the part of the British, and an inclination on the part of American:
comaanders to accept bloadv battle lightly.

While it would be speculation to sugoest on the basis of theorv that the
Allies could have won "The Battle for Rome.” the theoretical concepts just
reviewnd do show why they did not. illuminating the causes of the effects.
These may be suamarized into three basic causes. First. Alexander and Clark
failed to recognize and ¢ocus on a decisive battle--a battle of
annihilation. Second, Clark's and Lucas's conservatise destined the effort
to he less than successful. Third, supporting attacks along the front ware
inadequate and not well coordinated. Let‘'s look at each of these areas in
more detail.

It is impossible to know the exact thoughts of Alexander and Clark. but
there is substantial evidence to sugaest that neither fullv aporeciated this
operation in the terms that the theor .,ts sugoest. While both commanders’
intentions included threatenina the XIV Coros from the rear. neither
expressed anv specific intent to destrov those forces. On the contrarv. both
looked for ghe threat to cause withdrawal. 1In his order, "The Battle for
Rome." Alexander’'s directives include that the “Commander Fif:ih Armv will so
conduct his ooerations as to force the eneav to withdraw North of Rome.*7%
Clark's intent guated earlier shows this same line of thought. As suggested
bv Alexander’'s title for the ooeration. the prisary focus was on Rome. To
get there thev needed to force the defenders out of their solid oositions to
the south. As experience told then that a “push" would not work. perhaps a
“oull” caused bv a rear threat would. As thev were not focused on a decisive
battle in terms of annihilation. they only needed to threaten. not actually

strike, the rear of the XIV Corps. They did not know or did not heed

Clausewitz's assertion that “the decision in arms is for all sajor and minor
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oderations in war what cash pavaent iy in comserce...reqardless how rarely
settiements actually occur, they can never be entirely absent.*”3 Even i¢
Alexander understood the precepts af theory 2ith recard to the rear threat.
he was not prapared to settle the account in cash. Not only did he fail to
destrov the XIV Corps., he failed to disrupt Kesselring's capabilitv to react.
The assessaent that Alexander lacked a full appreciation of the
operational context in December and Januvary appears validated bv later
events. With the arrival of his new chi;f of staff, Alexander planned DIADENM
with a specific aim of annihilation., and his intent for this ooeration was
distinctly changed from "The Battle for Rome.” The British soldier and
historian of personal experience in Italy, WN.8.F. Jackson, attributed
Harding with being the first to actuallvy envision a battle of annihilation in
Italy, as shown by an appreciation which Harding prepared in Februarv.7
Aiexandnr wrote in his Hemoirs that "the whole undertaking. of course.
was a risky but it was a &arefully calculated risk and had every opportunity
of coming oft if the operations had been handled with dash and vigour--which.
as [ have made clear, they were not."’7 The Germans certainly did not fail to
notice the lack of aggressiveness on the part of the All.~d amsohibious force.
Kesselrina‘'s chief of stasf, General Siegfried Westphal, wrote that “the
enemav remained astonishingly pvassive....It was therefore porziible to build
up a naw front to oppose him."78 Bv failing to strike with the “"eneray®
advocated bv Jomini in his fundamental principle, the msaneuver resulted only
in a direct approach to a new front. as Liddell Hart had warned. They did not
dislocate the eneey. Clark's cautions to Lucas dissuaded the latter froa
striking out aggressively to the decisive pnint. VI Corps instead remained
near Anzio, which, as events proved. was clearlv not decisive of itseif.
They achieved operational surprise but sqguandered it by failing to draw any

offensive advantage from it.




Clausewit: wrote that “"orudence is the true spirit of defense. courace
and confidence the true soirit of the attack."’? Alexander. Clark. and Lucas
all seead to be thinkina to the contrarv. While Lucas was ciearly
conservative (and oaid for it bv later beina relieved). Clark obviouslv was
too. even if he would not exoress his caution in his written orders. Both
Alexander and Clark visited the beachhead on D-Dav and everv few davs
thereatter. Neither directed or encouraoced Lucas to do anyvthing more
agaressive: instead both exoressed initial satisfaction.8® It was not until
27 Januarv that Alexander exoressed dissatisfaction to Clark. who felt that
the criticism came then onlv because of Churchill's impatience for Rome. which
had been communicated to Alexander.2! But 27 Januarv was alreadv such ‘too late
for achievement of psvchological if not phvsical advantaae from the
enveloonsent. Kesselrina concluded on D-Dav "that mornina [ already had the
feelina that the worst danaer had been staved off,... As I lraversed the
front I had the confident feelina that the Allies had missed a uniouely
favourable chance,*82

Thouoh the two assault divisions of the VI Coros did not kick out of the

beachhead immediatelv to exploit their sunrise. what can be said concernino

the eapioveent of the other sixteen divisions of 13th Arav Groun? Thev did !
tn fact achieve success in drawing Kesselrina's mobile reserves froa the j
vicinitv of Rome to the aid of the XIV Panzer Corps. Westphal credits the |
Rllies this much bv writino that “"the enemv's stratacem succeeded completelv,
There now occurred the vervy thino that should have been avoided at all
costs."83 Homwever. X Corps success in crossino the Garioliano was the limit of
the success of the entire Arav Groun's efforts on the Gustav Line,

Clark's attack was a seouential effort bv three corps across a broad

front that poroduced small indeoendent efforts that were checked. His "main'

- attack on the Cassino front was made bv a division ainus a reoiment held in
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coros reserve. Whilv some ainor rearoupino was accomplished orior to the
ooeration. neither Clark or Alexander concentrated their force for a thrust
on the Gustav Line, Eighth Arev remained in the Adriatic sector with six
divisions, For DIADENM. the same sector would be watched bv a two division
coros. Neither Clark or Alexander took action to reinforce the limsited odins
of the X Coros across the Garigliano. thouoh both controlled forces which
could have been committed to just such a purpose. That a drive up the
Ausente Vallev could have unlocked the German hold on the Liri Vallev was
shown by the French in May. No such actions were taken. nor anv other that
miaoht have orovided oressure on the front. On & Februarv. Churchill wrote to
Wilson. "NWhv has there been no heavilv mounted aocqressive o¥fensive on the
ain front to coincide with the withdrawa' Gf troobs bv the Germans to face
the landina?+84

In the common analooy of a hammer and anvil. this operatioan provided
nerther, VI Coros never drove out to the Alban Hills to orovide an anvil.
The remainder of 15th Aray Group. though thev created an opportunitv for the
anvil to be eaplaced. never formed or swuna the hammer. The oobortunitv to
saash the German center of aravitv between the two was lost. And the Germans

realized it.

V. ANALYSIS--EVALUATING EMPLOYMENT OF MEANS

The challenae of ooerational art is to devise wavs within available
means and with accentable risk to achieve strateoic aims. This task usually
devolives on the commander of the theater of ooerations. However, he
freguentlv is helped or hindered bv superiors and/or subordinates. In the
case at hand. Alexander was the orimarv operational coamander even thouah
Wilson was the theater commander. MWhile Wilson commanded at the ooperational

level, it was Alexander who had priearv direction of the major operation--who
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hreld the paintbrush as an ooerational “artist." Alexander's artistrv, of i
course. was verv such affected bv the actions of both his superiors and
subordinates. Not onlv did Churchill define his ismediate ais. he laroelv

dictated the wav and the seans. The risks involved deserve further analvsis

at the level of the camoaion. But before lookina at the risks of the
operation. let's look at all the potential cains--the potential aims that
aight have been fulfilled. ;
1¢ SHINGLE and the associated onerations had heen successful thev surely ?
would have delivered Churchill's orize of Rome in the winter of '43~44, The |
Allies also miaht have destroved the oredominant portion of the éerman XIV
Panzer Coros and Kesselrina’'s mobile reserves. Thev most orobablv would have
advanced bv March to the Pisa-Rimini Line. The Germans would have heen forced !

to send a substantial nuaber of reinforcements., oerhaos six to eioht

divisions, to restabilize the front in the Apennines. German morale would be
seriouslv shaken. The morale and reinforcements would affect other fronts as i
weil as Italv, The Allies would have captured additional forward airtields
and continued the Combinnd Bomber Offensive from bases closer to the Reich,

Khat about the risks? The risks of executino a cautious operation

unfocused on decisive battle are laid out clearlv bv the historical events
that did in fact follow. The camoaion in the MNediterranean continued ub the
boot until the end of the war, contributino little to the final outcome. The
risks of executino an acoressive operation focused on annihilation alsc has
riske., some cf which we have alreadv seen. These risks. however. had
isplications oreater than the failure of a sinole major ooceration. Thev
imolied ocoerational risks for the Mediterranean theater and in turn strateaic
risks for the war in the Euroope.

The obvious risk. as the commsanders involved noted, wag that the Antic

force could iteself be annihilated. Deoendina on the severitv of this defeat
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and the actions along the Gustav line. 15th Armv Group conceivablv could be
left with onlv sufficient force to defend or conduct limited tactical
attacks. If this were the case., Wilson would have "lost" by the criteria
established in the oreceding chaoter. Without the threat of Allied
pperational maneuver the Germans would have been free to divert forces from
Italv to other fronts. at least until the Allies reinfaorced the theater. if
thev indeed would do so.

It is also obvious that such a defeat would have precluded ANVIL in the
sorina as Wilson would have had insufficient trocops te penerate the invasion
force nhile defendinag in Italv. OVERLORD would have had no supportine
overation in Italv or southern France. Perhapos more imoortantlv. the
psvcholooical effect on the Allies may have been devastatina. The decisive
failure of a maior amohibious landing four or five months n(ior to OVERLORD
would certainlv have had damaping effects on the latter operation,

Churchill. Alexander. and Clark all saw risks in Operation SHINGLE.
Churchill wrote of “potential mortal risks to the landed forces."Bs _Alexan;er
termed the operation a “carefully calculated risk."86 Mark Clark used the same
term to title his autobiooraohical account of the war. However. the writinas
of all three show a focus on tactical risks as opponsed tc ooerationai risks.
The risks acceoted in late 1943 and earlv 1944 mav have been "estimated" but
"calculated" implies an exactness that was absent,

In his final chaoter of On War Clasuewitz addresses a strateaov for the
total defeat of an enemv. the aia of the Allies in Eurocoe. He orooosed two
principles:

The first princiole is that the ultimate substance of enemv strenoth
must be traced back to the fewest possible sources., and ideallv to one
alone. The attack on these sources must be compressed into the fewest
oossible actions--again., ideally. into one. Finallv. all minor
actions must be subordinated as much as possible. In short the first
principle ist act with the utmost concentration. The second

princiole is: act with the utmost speed. No halt or detour must be
permitted without cood cause.
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The one source of strenath that Clausewitz refers to is the center of
aravitv., The first task of strategv then. accordina to Clausewitz, is to
identifv that center of gravitv: the second is "to ensure that the forcesg to
be used against that ooint are concentrated for a main offensive."88 If one
accents this, it is clear that this main offensive would be made in one
primarv theater of operations with operations in other theaters beino strictlv
secondary. In a sense. this is nothina more than the aoplication of the
orinciole of economv of force at the strategic level.

Some kev British leaders. however, apoarently did not accept the
necessitv of one main effart. In a September (943 messane to Field Marshall
Smuts of South Africa. a staunch advocate of Mediterranean prioritv over a
cross-channel effort, Churchill stated that "British lovalty to OVERLORD is
kevstone of (the) arch of Analo-American co-ooeration. FPersonallv I think
enouoh forces exist for both hands to be plaved., and I believe this to be the
riaht strateav."89 His Chiefs of Staff thought similarlv. Althouah the
agreement at TRIDENT and GUADRANT was for a { Mav 1944 OVERLORD. the British
Chiefs were lookina in November 1743 to delav it until Julv. Such delav would
allow, in their ooinion. sufficient resources for both OVERLORD and the
Mediterranean to "be set on a oroper fnotinq.“qo I1f GVERLORD were delaved so
both could oo forward., which was the true main effort? In the followina
soring when the Anzio failure raised the ANVIL issue for reconsideration.
Montgaomerv wrote to Eisenhower. "I recommend verv stronalv that we now throw
the whole weioht of our opinion aonto the scales against ANVIL. dLet us have
two reall/ good maior campaions--one in Italv and one in DVERLDRD."91 It
would seem that these British leaders were either unaware of the theoretical
benfits for a focused effort or were aware of them but still favored a
contrarv caourse,

The ansvwer seems to lie closer to the latter. In manv respects




Churchill ‘s thinkino was contrarv to Clausewitz's and his advocacv for
opportunism in the Mediterranean can be viewed as advocacy for a strateov of
exhaustion versus a strategy of annihilation as represented bv America’s
desire for a decisive stroke across the channel. throuah northwest -urope,
and to the heart of the Reich. One noted American historian. who has studied
the imoacts of Churchill's strategic thouaht at lenath, called the Prime
Minister ‘s rejection of Clausewitz deliberate., but also charoed that "the
militarv doctrines of Winston Churchill...made sense onlv in terms of a
mediated peace."?2 But it was not a mediated peace that the Allies souaht.
Their endeavor_was total war. their ooal was unconditional surrender, The
decisive stroke to win the unconditional surrender of Germanv would be made
through northwest Europe, the first step to that end beina a cross channel
attack. Churchill and the British had aoreed to this at TRIDENT and
QUADRANT. Desoite the limited successes in the Mediterranean in "43, all
three Allies agreed aoain at Tehran that their strateoy would be one main
effort in the west. OVERLORD. supported to everv extent possible bv ANVIL.
The intent of the aareement is clear: pursuit of other objectives under the
guise of the agreements must be considered as duplicitv. Such oursuit would
amount to substitution of aims for wavs alreadv chosen and to which Allied
means were alreadv committed without full exposure of the risks entailed.
The challenae facina Allied leaders in the Mediterranean in late 1943
was to desian their next campaiagn. not just their next maior opoeration., The
strateoic aim and the oeneral cnntept of the campaign had been agqreed to in
Tehran. OVERLORD was paramnunt: the Mediterranean theater would supoort
OVERLORD with ANVIL and bv transferring assault shiopina as directed. The
capture of Rome and advance to the Pisa-Rimini line were desirable but not
essential to the achievement of this strategic aim. In fact, if certain

risks were ignored. these operations could orove damagina to the agreed

36




strateagic aim. In a vet different twist in utilizino the term "center of
gravitv." Clausewitz wrote that "the purpose of a areat battle is to act...as
the provisional center of gravity of the entire camnaign.“93 An invasion of
southern France should have been that "center of aravitv" for the next
campaian in the Mediterranean. Instead, while not at the time intended to
be. the Allies’' offensive in Januarv became the central battle of a campaign
whose last step had not been fullv considered before takina the first,

There is some ironv in the fact that had Churchill's intention clearly
been to seek and exploit a decision in the secondary theater. even at the
potential cost of the aareed main effort. Cluzc-~4itz offared an araument that
the Prime Minister miokt have used to support his reasonino. In plannina
a war for total defeat of an enemv. Clausewitz wrote."the prinziple of aiming
evervthina at the enemv’'s genter ot gravitv admits of only one exception--
that is, when secondarv operations look exceotionally reﬂardino."94
Clausewitz added a note of caution . however. by receating that "enlv
decisive superiority can justify divertino strenath without risking too much

in the princioal theater."

VI. CONCLUSIONS.

It would we unfair to criticize what was done without offerino a

feasible alternative of what couid have been done. In addressing coerations
in a secondarv theater., Clausewitz suopested a limited objective offensive
with battles undertaken "based on tne following assumptions that: (a) there
is a fair prospect of victorv: and (b} if thev end in defeat. not too much is
lost."79 Eisenhower's desian for carefullv planne¢ minor offensives was
clearlv in consonance with this thinking and should have been the basis for
continued operations i Italy throuah the winter of '43-44, even if it meant

delavina the capture of Rome. Contrarv to what the Allies actuallv did in
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Mav of ‘44, thev should have maintained the threat of invasian in the
vicinitv of Rome as a deception measure and executed the actual invasion of
saouthern France immediately prior to or in conjunctien with QOVERLORD.

How would this course of action have benefitted the Allied stratray?
First, it would have supported OVERLORD bv diverting German attention and
forces from the main landing at Normandvy. Bv capturing the port complex in
the vicinity of Marseilles, the Allies would have been able to feed forces
and supplies into the Western European theater much faster. Bv the summer of
1944, General Marshall held some 40-50 divisions in the United States waitina
for means bv which to enter Europe for the decisive campaiqn.95 The a2xtent to
which Marseilles actuallv contributed to the Allied loaistical situation even
with its late caoture in 194;\sneaks of the potential advantaqges of capturing
these ports thrge months earlier. In December 1944 Marseilles still provided
the oreatest source of supply into the theater, exceeding Antwerp by almost
ten percent and providina more than double of any other port in use at the
time.?7 It is conceivable that the earlier invasion of southern France could
have contributed substantiallv to an earlier victorv over Germanv. and
perhaps to a differgnt division of post-war Eurooe as well.

ANVIL could not have been executed as described here without oroblems.
Landino craft were indeed short and OVERLORD riahtfullv should have had
priorityv., but the Tehran strateav only called for executina ANVIL at the
preatest scale unssiblg. Additionallv, the Germans mav have withdrawn forces
from Italv once the Allies had committed themselves to the invasion of
southern France. Sufficient Allied forces would have remained in Italv.
however. so that anv such withdrawal would have been limited.

Reoardless of where this alternative course miocht have led. this
historical examole does demonstrate the utility of militarv theory in

explainina cause and effect. General Clark was wrona. Thinas did happen by
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the book with repard to Fifth Armv operations in Januarv 1944. Clark’'s
orders, actions., and writina show that he did not fullv appreciate what the
books had to sav. If it seems unfair to expect our oenerals to memorize
Clausewitz and Jomini or to carrv their theoretical works to battle. it is
certainlv not unfair to exoect them to know their own armv's doctrine. Clark
mioht have been aquided in this particular instance by the discussion on

envelopment operations in The Princioles of Strategv for an Independent Coros

or Armv in a Theater of Operations. puhlished bv the Command and General

§taff Schoal at Fort Leavenworth in 1934. 1In its treatment of this subject.
the manual included the following:

A wide envelooment.,..in conjunction with a strono frontal

attack....is the best wav not onlv to defeat but also to destrov the

enemv.

The mission of these units must be to attack the flank and rear of the

enemv and orevent hostile withdrawal.

In executing a wide envelnpmgnt the enveloping force normallv oives up

partiallv or altogether its line of communication in order to threaten

those of the enemy. Therefore. the decisisve battle can result enly

in the total defeat of one of the two sides.
In this doctrine Clark should have been able to see the essentials for
success as well as gain an aporeciation for the risks. He also should have .
been warv of conservatism as the manual also states that commanders “must
believe in the success of such an enevelooment... If the enveiooment is
executed in a slow and dilatorv manner it has little chance of success,"?8

Even if Rome was accented as an obiective of the Allied effarts in the
Mediterranean in earlv 1944, theorv could have provided clearer oocerational
insight that would have helped Clark and Alexander in designing and executing
their operation, and also helped them more fullv appreciate anv risks they
took by accepting oolitical or resource constraints that delimited their
ooperational scope. With a sound arasp of theory, Alexander and Wilson mav
have been able to see the potential impact of SHINGLE on ANVIL before the
former was launched. and appraised Churchill accordinglv. If the ®rime
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Minister insisted. .hev should have applied all efforts toward winnpino a .
decisive battle. in apite of the risks involved. which would then have been
appreciated and acceoted.

Churchill does not hold sole responsibility for assuming these risis,
He initiated these operations in the Mediterranean with the concurrence »f
President Roosevelt and the Joint Chiefs of Stoff. Whether they fullv
appreciate: the riasks or could articulate a strong aroument against taking
them must be oquestioned. Eventually, in June 1944, the divergence of
American and British strategic thinking for Eurcpe came to a head after Rome
had been captured and the i5th Armv Group was still exploitino DIADEM. The
United States souoht to withdraw forces from Italv in order to launch ANVIL
at last. The United Kinodom sought to continue exploiting the victory in
Italv. The impasse was broken only bv intervention of President Roosevelt,
in the end citing Ame}ican domestic politics--the potential backlash should
OVERLORD fail while U.S. forces were diverted to the Balkans--as a orimary
factor for his decision.?? The result of the 29 June decision was to leave
the British with & sense of "anger and foreboding.” Churchill reportedly told
his chiefs that "an intense impression must be made upon the Americans that
we have been ill-treated and are furious.*100

Perhaps Churchill was justified in his feelinaos. A number of authors
have aroued the misteken insistance of the United States in pushino Allied
strateov at this time to ANVIL and awav from further exoloitation in the
Mediterranean. However., Churchill ‘s despair nav be justified less on these
orounds than on aqrounds that oolitics. not coherent operational art or-
strateav. were used to refute his reauest to continue in Italv. Theorv might
have orovided more of a basis for such argument than our joint staff
utilized. Theorv mioht have provided the insight and arcuwent to sav "no" in

December 1943, not June 1944,
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